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The Council of Public Higher Education, Kentugky's 
higher education coordinating body, has developed a fiye-year plan to 
provide computings, consulting, and communication services for ail of 
the public higher educational community, regardless of the size ^ of 
the institution. The proposal includes a centrailized network which 
providers instructional, research, and administrative servdges to 
participating institutions. Since the networ|c serves a ^variety of 
different needs^ diversity has been provided for -.by encouraging 
individualized equipment selection and independent creation of — ^ 
computer programs. The prograjn, called Kentucky Educational Computer 
Network (KECNET) , is managed by the Kentucky. Educational' Computer 
Board, a representative committee which makes crucial policy 
decisions. ^EMH) 
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As we move into the second half of the decade of t^p 70's, a bit o-f * . 
reflection over thq past five years*brings a realization that some- rather 
$ignificant changes in tra!dition0.i viewpoints have occurred; Our \political ; • 
structure is undergoing a close scrutiny with, no doubt, ^ubstailtiar' changes ^ 
as the result. Our economy has caused many past economic theories to be 
questioned. Social values have changed' significantly creat:ing more demands^ 
on tax dollars for services. ' \ , 

Perhaps' all of thd upheaval we are experiencing has placed ^an emphasis <! 
on cost consciousness or accountability particulai*ly in those tax sup- 
ported areas such as public higher education. Suddenly the education coffers 
tlysct in fhe 60's were reque.st, now require some rather sub- 

before funding is made available. All facets of 
egun to feel the pinch and an effort to better 
come a way of life for tax supported institutions. 



^^tantialj justificatioi 
higher education have 
utilize resouTces/has 



One phenomenojn thaVappears to be developing, into a trend in higher ' 
education is towar4 centrH^ation in the .governance" of higher education.' 
This is manifest through the^&stgblishment of strong/statewide governing 
boards or through the strengtheninjg of statewide . coordinating agencies. 
One needs only to review the events of the past te^ji years to realize the 
effort toward centralization is nationwide i/^scope. This is not the 
forum to debate the pros and cons of th^s movemei^t. * Rather if we can 
assume this trend, it can be viewed as the foundation* fqr much of -what 
is happening in^higher education today with^regard to the acquisition 
and use of ' computers ; , . ' 

Central COordinati'cjtn of Computing j 

A primary conifern of the ceijtral cpprdinating body^for computing is 
to assure access t6 computing serVices to all regardless of the size and 
fiAa;icial capacity of a particular institution. If all institutions were 
identical in size, role and scope,- and financial abijity one might con- 
clude/that a partlj^ular computer could be located, on each campus toe serve 
that institution 'sj requirements; however, the hardware requirements for 
.providing computcr| sctvices are not necessarily the major constraint, 
parti^fularly as the cost of hardware continues to declined 

* In most instances the majoi^.' concern is-to provide adequate staff to 
maiiitain the l^gy^L and diversities of computing services required of an 
educational institution, i / 



There seems t 
expertise through 



o be a great deal^^f logic in the sharing of computer 
statewide coordination as there is in the' sharing of 
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hardware 5 Although most of the networks cvirreijtiy in.oi)eratiQTi were 
developed around the coiicept of hardware sharing, to better utilize 
scarce resources,* a secondary benefit which may^ become tISe prlTnary 
/ .benefit is that of $haring knowledge.^ Any efforts toward cpordinat ion- 
of computing should address both the hardware and hum.ian e repents associ- 
ated with providing the service. 

'toward a Plan for Computing Services ' ■ * • 

- . — ^ ^ ~ 

the/Statewide coordinating body for public higher education in 
Kentucky is the Council on Public Higher Education. That agency is . 
* responsible for the development of a long range master plan for higher 

education in the state. - . ' 

* • • . ■* * 

A number of task groups were establis,hed by the Council and directed 
*to develop' five-year plans for various segments of higher education, one 
of those being the plart for providing computing services to the Ijijgher 
education community. These -task^ groups were composed of representatives 
frpm pach of the eight institutions of publit higher education and Ji"* 
representative of the private sector. Specifically the charge to the 
Computing Services Policy Committee was: ^ > 

V To investigate, ^gvalujate, and recommend alternatives 

to"^ provide optimum services to all institutions in 
^^,„.^.---^fi*e system of public higher education. Further, to 
develop and maintain a masfter plan for computing 
^ services ii^ higher edijc^^on with at least a five . - ^ 

year project ion of -rfeeiS^ yv' 

Verhaps an added incentive tc^" hurry along the development of the 
Kentucky plan was the realignment of the computing resource in state , 
goverhm£5nt. The state- agencies were expetiencing the throes of hardware 
centralization. Rumors- abounded that higher .education would be assimi- 
lat^ed along with state government. One can imagine the distress, whi ' 
accompanied that thought. Certain ly> the very threat of such a mor| 
crpa^pd an enthusiasm which, greatly facilitated the development of 
computing plan for higher /education . 



Philosophical Basis for Providing Computing Services 

. . -t ■ , - 

T/ie initial premise from -which the plan r is to be generated is 
that access to computing and its accoutermehts should he a right 
rather than a priviledge and should be aval liable equally to all, members 
of the higher education community from the ^maliest^ community college 
to the largest multi-campus university. At this time there are varying 
degrees of computing capacity available from' institution to institution. 
' The^Council on Public Higher .Education 'recognized the need for a plan 
3 to distribute computing resources better ana to assure thi most efficient 
< and effective utrilization of those , computing resources, as possible, given 
certain practical constraints. - 



-tie 



In addition, it is essential that ]5)lapnin^ and deyelppment ^efforts 
' for cojTiputing come from wiihin'the higher educ?[tion community with full 
•participation by instituticmal represpntatives lirather than ^ave policies 

imposed by external agencie's which do' not have the advantage of a deep 

understanding of the ne6ds of higher education. 

.* * Institutional autonomy would be maintained if the individual in- 
stitutions have aiiigh level of participation in the policy making pro- 
cess. In 6ss/ence 'f)erhaps the overall one advantage to concentration of. 
computing efforts would be the ^development of a strong Working relation- 
ship among the institutioris^ which coulld pave the way for additional pro- 
jects in other areas. » 

The overall advantages which should be realized from a centralized ' 
focus on the computing resource are: 

. 1. Economies of scale^ in'terms of hardware and" technical expertise 
required to^upport the hardware. » 

A ^ocal point for the concentration of expertise to develop 
cpmputer applications Which are capable of servicing the en- 
tire higher education community. 
» ■ 

A standardization of procedures which 'generate data for u^se 
in comparative analysis and gther analytical activities. 

A sharing of ideas and conceptual designs for computer use 
which assuages the least; member the advantages of t^e largest 
institution. . 

5. A better rapport could develop among the institutions and 
CPHE through this particular activity^ , ' . j 

■ ' 'V ■ ' . ■ ' ' ' . ' / 

6. Substitute for the ''institutional prestige concept'' of havings 
the largest computer by the concept of being the most ijffectjive 
user of the computing resource. ^ . ^ ' 

7. Provide computing where it is ne ed eij- ;r,e gard less oi the in-< 
stitution's size. ^ , . 

As the expanded use of computing perVades the various sectbry of t^^^ 
institutions, it is expected, that significant adjustments to typeg of*'*'-^^^^^ 
computing services requited at the institution will occur.. Eg:ch/time. a 
iriajor request for hardware is submitted or needs for computer services 
proposed, the effect on the "total needs for higher education shcpld be 
Evaluated and as many alternatives as practical reviewed before/ reaching' 
/a decision. ' \ / . 

\ r ■ ■ ^ 

The Plan 

Aft^r long deliberation, the Computing Services Policy Committee 
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adopted a. set of assumptions regarded as basic tb the development o£ 
five-y<jar plan for computing services to public |iiglier education in 
Kentucky. The ten assumptions are that; 

1. the role of computing services in higher education will be 
an ever-indreasing one during the nex|t five-y^r: period. , 

' • Computing services as heroin used incudes ^dequate hard-"^ 
wire, software and personnel sqpporti ' n 

2. the development of cdmputing $erviccSs in higher education 
will be requir^^r to compete with other elements of higher 
education in 'a context of greater fiiscal restra^int. 

- 3, while the greatpsTt application of' ctomputing services in ^ 
higher education iti the past has been in the areas of 
research andladministration, in tWe next five years, rel^- 
atively greaHer emphasis for expansion will occur in the 
areas of computer-aided instructipn and computer-related 
instruction* 

Thfe. role:fof computing services in higher educati.onal insti- 
tutions will contfinue to be that) of service to programs in 
tihe following ^general areas: 

P - ' ii , 

4^, Administration , 
M Computer-relate^ instruction 

c, Computer-a;fesisted instrpctp.on 

d. Research 

I 

Institutions 'w/ill vary in the determination of needs for 
computing seryices in these arfeas, depending, in part, 
upon the role/ and scope of eacfh institution. 



4. 



5. 



6. Computing se^tvices necessary /to meet the needs of higher 
educational institutions will require the availability^ of 
a wide range of computer facilities determined by the com- 
l^ity of the programs Vnd/ the response time necessary in 
l{e d^erat/lons . ■ 




benefit will acc^rue from progress in - systems develop- 
, \ana tha^ emphasi^ miast be placed on coordination of 



much 
ment 

such development between 



md among institutions. 



/ 



Additiorial computing seryvices required by the institutions 
of higher education and/other institutions, will be made 
available from the following: 




r 



s 



a. Expansion of 0n-c4mpus computer facilities 

b. * Institutional cooperative arrangements including com- 

/puter networks. 
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Any system |of computitig service* for higher education' in^ ? 



Kentucky will have varicms interfaces witji computing'Ser-; 
vices external .to the state. | 

10. V In order to acliieve suQtess<ul Implementation, any systenv^ 

/ of computing services ;£or higKei^ education must be user- V . 
oriented un its philQsophy. . ' # 

/ ^l>niNCiPLES - I ^ 

Colleges and universities are complex' institutions, the administra- 
tion of which is becoming increasingly dependent upon computing services. 
While a plan which does not proviae adequately 'for administrative data 
processing would be incomplete and unrealistic. It is recognized that 
eHueation is the, primary mission and function of the institutions in- 
volved. Accordingly, increasing demands* for Administrative computing 
must not be permitted to compromise the Bpplidution of computing ser- 
vices on behalf. of instruction and research. ^ 

Computing should not be\iewed as a technology independent^ of the • 
acadeniic programs which it serVces. The focus o5 this plan is computing 
services - not computing hardware* ..Jfec^use of the dynamic involvement 
of computing in teaching and researc1i;''^^cisions regarding^ computing ' 
services ^are decisions directly involving academic 't^rogr^ms . Thus, such 
decisions should be based on the input oif academic petsonnel and not made 
'independently by agencies external to a given institution.. To do so 
would be to dictate academic policies and programs. .'^ 

It is expected- that diversity will characj^erize the>ut ilization 
computing services by the various. colleges and universities of the state. 
While uniform standards result irfg, from cooperative ^endeavors can be use- 
ful, efforts to impose arbitrary standardization and' uniformity should be 
resisted. Instruction and research are dynamic processes which should be 

eVigaged in constant development and qhange. A systefti of computing ser-^ ^ 

vices in support of these processes should encourage change and , be . \ 
re^poftsive to it. Several professional societies have recommended that 
adeauacy^of computing facilities become part of the criteria for 
accreditation. Such pro^pict is realistic, and it is timely to .anticipate 
it now. / 

Gomputing is vixjwed as a key element in the future'of higj^er educa- 
tion ai^d one which will require heavy financial support of increasing 
magnitude^. It is an overriding principle that individually and col- 
lectively the institutions of the state will enjoy the best computing 
services at the most desirable cost if they pursue a course of coordina- 
tion and cooperation. This plan speaks to an approach and mechanism for 
coordination and cdoperation baspd on the premise that both can be achi^^v 
without compromising our institutions* quest of their self-determined 

Coordination and coopefatl^on imply sharing of computer hardware, .soft- 
ware and expertise. Sharing in computing implies a network' tq^chnicaliy 



eved 
goals. 
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. linking diverge computer facilities in separate locations and an organi- 
zational structure for managing participation. A principle of partici- 
pation is that a^l institutions should be provided equal opportunity of 
access to competing services which are r^sponsiVe to their needs at a / 
feasible cost.; Clearly implied is the expectation that a portion of an 
in^itution',s needs will be met locally through the use of hardware 
whichj may be linked to other facilities or may be independent of any n(^t- 
vork. To be successful any plan for computijig for higher eSucation must 
be characterised as being user oriented. 

As mentioned earlier, the traditional approach to providing computer 
services whereby .each institution continues the present process of in- . , 
d(q)endently developing^ its own^ solutions, is no longer viewed as viable. 
The contemporary approach of collective development and a sharing of re.- 
sources through networking is the approach which is recommended • Net- . 
working haS been* referred to as the single most important idea in com- 
putingj^for public higher education which has evolved in the last five 
years. ' ^ * • 

Two bas^c torms of networks have been described, - centralized* and 
distributed. While* both are technically feasible and each has certain 
advantages, they represent disparate philosophies fbr the provision of 
computer services. The assuiiiptiohs of th6 Computing Sbr.vices Policy 
Commiftee unmistakably imply a distributed network. 

* In the process of developing a netwoyk, the question arises *as to 
whether there should be a comm.itment to either a homogeneous or .a heter- 
ogeneous approach, A homogeneous nc^twork requires the .nodal computers 
to be at Iqast of the same braird,, a heterogeneous network, different 
brands. The subscription of the same brand presents the disadvantages 
of possible loss of initiative, buiid up of inertia and reliance on a 
particular .vendor. The tnajpr advantages of a heterogeneous network are 
the freedom to select thOj^best hardware and the ability to capitalize . 
on and preserve tHe unique resources at each node. This latter aspect 
is' 'particularly attracti^!Tbecau$e it pennits institutional diversity^ 
which in many instances ife the key in bringing about ^educational in- 
novation and experimentatr^. In, an advanced stage of development, load 
balancing may be effected in\a distributed network. This feature can be 
very useful* in easing the pea|\ loads among the instdtlutrons liaving 
di-fferent academic calendars, •Mfferent daytime and' evening programs re- 
quiring computing resources apra as backup to each other. In view of the 
1 rapid decrease of the cost of terminals and switching computers, message 
switching has become increasingly competitive^ with pure circuit switching 
thei method usually touted as one the major advantages Qf a homo- ' 
geneoUs network. The principle is therefore advanced that a commitment 
to a homogeneous network should not be made. While a heterogeneous net- 
work need not be viewed'as a necessary goal, it is the considered ap- 
proach of choice. 

. \' 

One conspicuous characteristic of computing in t,he educational 
enviroiinjent is the existence of a multitude of direct users whose demands 



span.ttte entire spectrum of sophistication. For interactive on-line 
responsive systems, McKenney^ reported the taxonomy,-of users and their 
varying degrees of sopHisticati^'in applying computing services. ; r- 

Another characteristic -of acadeifii6 computing is the relatively smdV ■* 
and simple demand on computing resources by the majpri.ty of users.. ^ 
Empirical- results tend to uphold the contention that 80?« of the users ^ 
use 20^0 of the computing resources.. This" majority is populated pre- \. 
dominantly by jisers at the lower end- of thb spectrum of sophistication 
arid almost all their demands can" be s-atisfied by computers of nominal 
capability. There exists a hierarchy of users as well as a hierarchy, 
of computer hardware. If the principle , of "Matching tools to tasks" 
is applied to academic computing, it would be reasonable' and even ef- 
fective to use computers of varying capabilities to meet the different 
needs. Indeed this has been the experience in many universities. 
Taking all fa,ctors together, the concept of hierarchical computing is 
considered to be a viable alternative not -.only because it is logically 
sound but,>ith proper implementation, can also, be cost effective. 



The above remarks deserve extensive elaboration in order to fully * 
document the basis for the committee's views'on networking. However, 
for the purposes of the plan, the recommendation is advanced that a n 
heterogeneous, hierarchical, distributed network constitutes the best 
alternative td achieve the long-rarige goal of providing computing re- 
sources for the institutions of higher education in the Commonwealth. 

It is recognized/'that specialized computing needs exist in Kentucky ' s 
universities: Laboratory experimentation on computers in the engineering 
and computer science jrrograms and process control related studies in 
natural anif applied sciences are exam|)les of special purppse appli-cation. 
Perhaps the most impressive examples can be found, in the university 
teaching hospitals where the application of computers to patient care 
related systems is assuming ever increasing importance. Such needs 
can best be satisfied on an individual basis. Computers dedicated to 
patient care related activities, 'and involved in other special applica- 
tion arc clearly justified hardware requirpments and'the linking of such 
computers to a distributed network* should not be mandatory. 

* * While a network for public 'higher education in Kentucky is the 
primary focus of the plan, the possibility and perhaps the desirability - 
of providing service to private institutions of the state should not be 
overlooked, I-rom the technical standpoint, there, is no reason why such 
services could not be provided. One of the important long range 
advantages of a distributed' network serving thb institutions of Kentucky 
is the potential, for linking Kentucky's network into other state, regional, 
national, and international systems. ' 

As the Council on Public Higher Education discharges its coordinating 
function, policies and actions should refleck an awareness that cost 
effectiveness of hardware utilization cannot be the primary criterion,.by 
which proposals for computing facilitiesOjid programs are judged. Re- 
sqarch and development, a characteristic of h^her eductition, is rarely 

, . 9 
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cpst effective/ in arid of itself. linpacti, of proposed changes in hardware, 
software and systems sljQuld be analyzed in terms of the specij|lt pro- 
grams institutions* xn^(olved• THi^se i*esources may be only a small 
p6rtion of the torfal resources applied in the implementation o.f .programs. 
Frequently ignoredyis the cost or Valu0"of fdculty time invested in • * « . 
program devQlppment or the consequences to students of disrupted ox 
delayed educational experience^. * ' t 

' ' " . K' ■ ' . - * ^ 

The state of the art in natworking among Oclucational institutions ^, 
is Still in the stage of ^eyeiojuftent. At present, the -limitation is not 
technical capacity, bui feasibility of cost knd creditabilit)6T;0f manage*- 
ment ialtj^rmitives. ' The\ultimate in coordination and coogeratxon through • 
networking will not be a<;hievDd in Kentucky in a span of" five'.years. A 
step-wise approach of ^eVQiat ioQ. is..both practical and desirable. ' 

y^'' ' , ' ^ . ' ' 

To Achieve a user-|ervices tietwork, there Will be required a 
consider^ible change iitv'attl tildes within and among institutions in the 
state, the Council on PuBliC Higher Education, and'state government. 
Majot problems to be overcome are organizational, political and ec9nomic 
in natiWe, ritiher than technical.- Progress will be measured by the 
degree af trust' which.j::an be placed' in the motives, an^ methods of those 
who control tlhe impl(?anentation of the plan and by the good faith ex- 
hibited by those who participate, ' 

, POLICIES . . V { . ' ' 

•A number of polioies will bQ. required to direct the ^evelopn^^^nt of ^ 
computing setvices for public higher education over the next five years. . ' 

The policies should address stich it-ems as; ttie pretectrion of on-going 
.programs; the preservation, of the hierarchical network of machines; . 
economics of scale; financial support*; institutional priorities and 
standards; impact of proibpsecj changes in har^Jwafe, software and systems; 
and the expertise needed to provide the*^ervices both at the comput-er 
site and the local user site** . 

* ORGANIZATION ' ; / ^ ' 

Of major importance to the future of computing for higher education 
is the organisational structure which is applied^ to the implementation 
and managem6nt of the Kentucky Educational Computer Network (KECNET) . A ^ 
system as complex as the one rec9mmended in this plan will not function 
on an ad hoc basis in the absence of strong direction. T^^^o principles 
must be satisfied by any management scheme. First, management authority 
must reside in one individual who will be responsible -for day to day . 
management and responsive to users' rjSquest for gi^ssistance. Second, the 
promulgation of rules and regulations under broader Council policy and 
the authority of adjudication between ujers ^st reside in a body com- 
prised of representatives of all institutioYuuL ugers. .*ri3cal polity 
an* budget recommendations Will originate in* the governing body whM.e • 
fiscal management will reside* with the mal^iiger. , • v 



* Under the auspices of the Council on Public Higher Edupition, a 
.Kentucky 'Educational Computer Board, (KECOMB) was organized as . 
permanent agent to manage the KECNET. Under KECOMB, there ai|e^three 

• prganisms: Committee of Computer ^Cisnter i)irectors, KECNET, '4nd Univer-* 
sity Users GroUp. Figure 1 shows the organizational chart;^ fbr KECOMB. * 

. KECOMB is composed of the ^Executive Director .of the Council on ' 
Public Higher Education ai^fl' the presidents of the participating in- 
stitutions or their 'designates, .The chairman of KECOMB. is elected by 
its Tifembers, KECOMB. is scheduled to. meet at least four regular meetings 
. e^ch. year, and the chairman i^ responsible for presenting "an annual 

• report to the Council on Public Higher Education within qne month after 
t|iei'Conclusion of each fiscal yeaif. • 

•The basic function of KECOMB '^leals with the establishment of policies 
for the proper operation ^ KECNET. As the executive body of KECNET, 
- KECOMB is responsible for the conduct of relevant interagency business ^ 
The 'autonomy in program determination and diversity of the universities 
must >e scrupulously observed and m^iintained. 

Tl^S function of the CommiJ||fce jOf Computer Cqnter Directors is^to 
advise ijCECOMB' on tecKpical ma-^ro^s. Participating members are thus users j 
I'esoupce suppliers, and those providing coordination.. The memb^^rship of. 
the -eortiputer Center Directors are ncbt appointed by KECOMB. This com- 
mittee iholds meetings at least four time? a yeS-r. The chairman, elected 
by t|ic "members, is required to submit a report to KECOMB^ annually in the 
month of July. , 

The University Users Group con$ists of at least^ two members from 
each, of the'eight universities, representing both' academic and adminis- 
trative computing. There is no preset .limit on the number of members. 
The ^nction*of this ^group includes, but is not limited to, applications 
software coordination, Computer assisted instruction exchange, ahd. the 
conduct of applications workshops. 
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K0CNET is the administrative body responsible for tKe day-to-day 
operation of the network.' It has a manager, appointed by KECOMB, and 
i ht lea$t two professional staff members. KECNET is the supplier of data ' 
i transmission service and communications facility service. The coordina- 
tor ds responsible for- the development and maintenance ^of a comprehensive 
users'- martlial for the J(ECNET,- administers the fiind pool provided by the 
■^Goaficil on PubJic Higher Education, and servos as a clearing house for 
irttor-university accounts (cross-charges) The, responsibility for the 
operating ljudget of KECNET is that of the Council on Public Higher 
• Education and not of the universities* 

. * ^ ■ ' 

It shoulcf.be emphasized that the organizational and management 
scheme Jjas as its focus the provision of computing services and not thQ 
management of academic or administrative^ programs supported h^^ these \ 
servicesi. ' * » * ' > ' ' - 

^ ■ * ^ ■ \ . ■'•-■'■* 
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Orgaxiizational Chart of the; 
Kentucky. Educational Computer. Board 
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. CONCLUSION 

* ■ ^ • • ^ 

As. is evidenced by the for.egoing, the Kentucky plan is highly user, 
oriented. The plan was developed to provide three major conponents: (1) ' 
conmuting service^, (2) communication facilities, and (3) con^sulting 
services. The assumptions, poHcy recommendations ati.i^organiza^^^^^ 
directed toward responding to the user's needs, * Direction and deoisipn ^ 
are now concentrated at the executive level through the invotvement.of 
the Presidents' on the KECOMB. / ^ - - 

. • • . '■ " -"-^ ■ ' ' • . '^.-^ : 

\^ At present KECNET consists 6f two supplier -nodes. The. desi^^fif is 
modular in concept to allow grbwth from a modest 'two-node siz(^ t€) -a" v^.^ , 
large complex network of interacting nodes which supply a myriad of'^ 
services. Efforts are current ly^ directed more toward the deveiopmerit. of. 
communication facilities t^ provide the most efficient access to all in- 
sti€utipni.. " ' • • ^^ ?^ 

V In developing^^the Fiv6-Year Plan, attention was directed to those ^ 
networks which '^appear ^o^ be successful ^ ' ^ ' . - k / 

They have a degree of commonality in their approach: (1) sensitivity 
to the^user population, (2) location of the pi^cessirtg centei?s, (3) avails 
ability p£ adequate communication systems, and. (4) a demonstrated economy 
of scale over other methods of suplply of computing services.* The emphasis^ 
* must be on 3ervices rather than hardware . A superior plan. for educating 
the. user is perhaps the critical* element of success and encdmpasses mbre« 
than the individual at the remote terminal. In* essence, it includes 
various levels of training for all members of the organization involved 
at the user site. The need for' balance b^twe^n supply of and d-emand f or 
coniputer serviced is omnipresent' and must' be addressed thr,ough well thought 
out poricies and procedures. " 

The existence of variocis manufacturers', computing equipment^ located 
on t'Ke campuses at the time the network was cbnsidered caused the plan to 
be of a ^leterogeneous. nature ^wit>h regard to eqtiipmfetii,. Perhaps the major 
benefits to, be derived from the networking arrangement trans.cend \he 
actual hardware, aspects and are to be -found in the stimulation associated 
with the sharing of expertise among^he users of, th.e serviced 

While the Kentucky Educational* GompuJ:,ing Network is reJ'atiV^ely riew, 
it appears to have gained from^the experiences of the older networks and 
is designed to bb highly user oriented wi^th built-in mechanisms to assure 
sensitivity t^/the needs of the ultimate consumer of the computing ser- 
vi^ces. 'Time may require drastic change to the network concepts; however, 
chahge can /be accommodated due to the high dpgree of flexibility incor- 
poratred in/co the design of the s)fstem. • \ , o 

itis the prediction of those involved^tfeat networking offers a ^ 
greater potential ^o the^<ieXivery of computing services to a iBx^ex . 
consj^tueney^ .than' any' current Vltern^tive avai labile. ' 
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